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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of37CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S. C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )K Responsive to communication(s) filed on 31 March 2005 , 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2bM This action is non-finai. 

3)D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 



4) BSi Claim(s) 1-7. 14. 15. 18-27.34,35.38-43.46 and 47 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 



B)QQ Claim(s) 1-7. 14. 15. 18-27.34.35.38-43.46 and 47 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 12 February 2001 is/are: a)M accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-7, 14, 15, 18-27, 34, 35, 38-43, 46, and 47 have been examined. 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
February 11, 2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Claims 1-7 

Claims 1 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). As per claim 1 , Peterson discloses an 
information providing system, comprising: a database storing price information about 
objects at a plurality of bases, and information of a plurality of bases (column 13, line 
42, through column 14, line 16; column 15, lines 16-57, especially line 55 for price 
information); and display control means for displaying price information about the 
objects at said plurality of bases and information of the plurality of bases stored in said 
database on display means (column 13, line 42, through column 14, line 16; column 15, 
lines 16-57; column 22, lines 15-47). Peterson does not disclose that the objects are 
necessarily objects purchased at a plurality of bases, but does disclose that the vendors 
in his system are very often not manufacturers, but businesses which purchase items 
from manufacturers or other distributors for resale to end users (column 2, lines 1 1-22). 
Hence, in Peterson, the objects at a plurality of bases would very often be items 
purchased at a plurality of bases from a corresponding supplier, the manufacturer. 

As per claim 7, Peterson discloses that the display control can further display 
cost cutting information (column 15, line 58, through column 16, line 3). 

Claims 2, 3, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Kojima et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862). As per claim 
2, Peterson arguably does not expressly disclose that said display control means 
displays unit price information about the objects purchased at said plurality of bases, 
although Peterson discloses displaying the price of the item for each owner having a 
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part for sale (column 15, lines 49-57), but Kojima teaches displaying unit price 
information about objects (Figure 46; paragraph 170). Hence, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce to have the display 
control means display unit price information about the objects purchased at said 
plurality of bases, for the obvious advantage of enabling potential purchasers to 
compare unit prices, often an important factor in deciding where to make purchases. 

As per claim 3, Peterson does not expressly disclose that said display control 
means displays the unit price information about the objects purchased at the plurality of 
bases, and a total quantity and/or a total amount of money, but Kojima teaches 
displaying unit price information about objects and a total quantity and total amount of 
money (Figure 46; paragraph 170). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce to have the display control means display 
unit price information about the objects at said plurality of bases and/or total amount of 
money, for the obvious advantage of enabling potential purchasers to compare unit 
prices, often an important factor in deciding where to make purchases, and track total 
prices, important in authorizing purchases, keeping financial records, etc. 

As per claim 4, Peterson does not expressly disclose that said display control 
means displays an amount of money based on a present currency of the bases 
(although the prices disclosed by Peterson would presumably be in a present currency 
of the bases), but Kojima teaches displaying an amount of money based on a present 
currency of a seller (Figures 1 7 and 46; paragraphs 1 00 and 1 70). Hence, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce to display 
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an amount of money based on a present currency of the bases, for the obvious 
advantage of informing potential purchasers of how much desired parts cost. 

As per claim 6, Peterson discloses displaying the price of the item for each owner 
having a part for sale (column 15, lines 49-57), implying the display of a difference in 
unit prices among the plurality of owners/bases if the prices are different, as in general 
they would be. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peterson 
and Kojima as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of the McKendrick article, 
"ResQ!Net.com Gives 5250 a Complete Makeover." Peterson does not disclose that 
said display control means further displays an exchange rate, but McKendrick teaches 
displaying an exchange rate (paragraph beginning "Version 3.2 of the product"). Hence, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at 
the time of applicant's invention to display an exchange rate, for the obvious advantage 
of enabling a potential purchaser to determine the cost of a desired object offered by a 
particular seller in the currency of concern to the potential purchaser. 

Claims 14, 15, and 18-20 

Claims 14, 18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1,437) in view of Peterson et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,324,522). As per claim 14, Leal discloses an information providing system, 
comprising: a database storing material information (Figures 1 and 2; column 3, line 46, 
through column 4, line 37) including amount-of-money information and/or unit price 
information about materials (column 4, line 65, through column 5, line 6); specifying 
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means for specifying material (column 4, lines 32-37 and 57-64; column 5, line 66, 
through column 6, line 54), and control means for displaying material information 
corresponding to the material specified by said specifying means after searching said 
database for the information (column 4, line 65, through column 5, line 8; column 6, 
lines 17-54). Leal does not expressly disclose that said amount-of-money information 
and/or unit price information are stored about materials purchased at a plurality of 
bases, but Peterson teaches displaying the price of an item for each owner having an 
item of a given type for sale (column 1 5, lines 49-57), and teaches that the vendors in 
his system are very often not manufacturers, but businesses which purchase items from 
manufacturers or other distributors for resale to end users (column 2, lines 1 1-22). 
Hence, in Peterson, the objects at a plurality of bases would very often be items 
purchased at a plurality of bases from a corresponding supplier, the manufacturer. 
Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic 
commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have said amount-of-money 
information and/or unit price information stored about materials purchased at a plurality 
of bases, for the obvious advantage of enabling potential purchasers to buy from the 
cheapest source. 

As per claim 18, Leal discloses that said database stores weight information 
about materials (column 4, line 65, through column 5, line 6). 

As per claim 20, Leal discloses that said database stores at least one of 
specification information, approved color information, and environment information 
about materials (column 5, lines 23-65; column 6, lines 23-47). 
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Claims 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437) and Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as 
applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995). As 
per claim 15, Leal does not expressly disclose that said database stores resin material 
information and/or a mechanical parts material (mechanical parts material information?), 
but Sebastian teaches a database storing resin material information (column 16, lines 
30-36). Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of 
electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to have the database store 
resin material information and/or a mechanical parts material, for at least the obvious 
advantage of providing relevant information about resins, an important class of 
materials. 

As per claim 19, Leal discloses a database storing material information, but not 
exactly product information, and does not disclose that said control means displays 
information about the products in which the materials specified by said specifying are 
used after searching said database for the information. However, Sebastian discloses a 
database storing material information and product information (e.g., column 4, lines 36- 
57; column 19, lines 57-67); and discloses displaying information about products in 
which the specified materials are used after searching said database for the information 
(column 5, line 48, through column 6, line 34; column 15, lines 9-31 ; column 16, lines 
13-36; column 22, line 18, through column 23, line 30; claims 32 and 33). Hence, it . 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the 
time of applicant's invention to have the control means display information about the 
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products in which the materials specified by said specifying are used after searching 
said database for the information, for the stated advantage of assisting in product 
design. 

Claims 21-27 

Claims 21 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522). Claims 21 and 27 are closely parallel to 
claims 1 and 7, respectively, and rejected on essentially the same grounds. 

Claims 22, 23, 24, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 21 above, 
and further in view of Kojima et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862); 
and in the case of claim 25, also in view of McKendrick. Claims 22-26 are closely 
parallel to claims 2-6, respectively, and rejected on essentially the same grounds. 

Claims 34, 35, and 38-40 

Claims 34, 38, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437) in view of Peterson et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,324,522). Claims 34, 38, and 40 are closely parallel to claims 14, 18, and 20, 
respectively, and rejected on essentially the same grounds. 

Claims 37 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1,437) and Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as 
applied to claim 34, and further in view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995). Claims 37 
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and 39 are closely parallel to claims 17 and 19, respectively, and rejected on essentially 
the same grounds. 

Claims 41-43 

Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view 
of official notice. Claims 42 and 43 are rejected as being unpatentable over Peterson et 
al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) and official notice, and further in view of Kojima et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication 2003/0078862) as applied to claims 2 and 3 above. 
Claims 41 , 42, and 43 are essentially parallel to claims 1, 2, and 3, respectively; 
Peterson does not disclose a computer-readable medium storing instructions for 
carrying out the recited steps, but official notice is taken that computer-readable media 
storing instructions are well known. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to 
store instructions for carrying out the steps of claims 41 , 42, and 43 on a computer- 
readable medium, for the obvious advantage of enabling a computer to carry out the 
method. 

Claims 46 and 47 

Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Leal et 
al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1 ,437) and Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) as applied to 
claim 14 above and further in view of official notice. Claim 45 is rejected as being 
unpatentable over Leal et al. (U.S. Patent 5,31 1,437), Peterson et al. (U.S. Patent 
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6,324,522), and official notice, and further in view of Sebastian (U.S. Patent 5,552,995). 
Claims 46 and 47 are essentially parallel to claims 14 and 19, respectively; Leal does 
not disclose a computer-readable medium storing instructions for carrying out the 
recited steps, but official notice is taken that computer-readable media storing 
instructions are well known. Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art of electronic commerce at the time of applicant's invention to store instructions 
for carrying out the steps of claims 46 and 47 on a computer-readable medium, for the 
obvious advantage of enabling a computer to carry out the method. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed January 14, 2005, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that Peterson (U.S. Patent 6,324,522) fails to 
disclose or suggest displaying both the base and the supplier. Examiner replies that 
Peterson discloses reviewing inventory levels at the vendor warehouse locations in 
terms which imply that one can determine which warehouses have what inventory 
(column 13, line 42, through column 14, line 16), which qualifies as "displaying the 
base." Peterson further discloses searching for an item within a manufacturer's line, 
and the item's availability at different locations, so that, if the supplier is not expressly 
displayed (although it could be), the supplier may be specified in setting the search, and 
the part number is expressly discloses as being displayed (column 15, lines 16-57), the 
part number likely being set by the manufacturer/supplier; also, the code for the owner 
of the item is displayed (column 15, lines 49-57), and the owner may be the 
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supplier/manufacturer. Thus, "information of the supplier" is displayed, and information 
identifying the supplier is strongly suggested. 

Furthermore, even if the prior art did not disclose or suggest storing and 
displaying information of the plurality of bases and the supplier, such information is 
merely non-functional descriptive material, and could not be the basis for patentability, 
given prior art on databases storing information and display control means displaying 
information. See In re Sarkar, 588 F.2d 1330, 1333, 200 USPQ 132, 137 (CCPA 1978), 
Abele, 684 F.2d at 907, USPQ at 687, and In re Johnson, 589 f.2d 1070, 177, 200 
USPQ 199, 206 (CCPA 1978). Much as one cannot patent recording a particular song, 
given prior art in recording music, one cannot patent storing and displaying particular 
information of bases and a supplier. 

The common knowledge or well-known in the art statements in the previous 
office action are taken to be admitted prior art, because Applicant did not traverse 
Examiner's taking of official notice. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Raz (U.S. Patent 5,701,480) discloses distributed multi-version 
commitment ordering protocols. Allsop et al. (U.S. Patent 5,970,472) disclose 
performing electronic commerce on the Internet, and providing links from product 
manufacturers to authorized dealers. Johnson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,055,516) disclose 
an electronic sourcing system. Garg et al. (U.S. Patent 6,144,945) disclose a method 
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for fast and accurate evaluation of periodic review inventory policy. Callar et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,850,809) disclose methods, devices, and systems for splitting an integrated 
manufacturing and distribution system. 

Greenstone (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2001/0047303) discloses a 
system for supplying truck tires. McMenimen et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 
2002/0077850) disclose a responsive manufacturing and inventory control. 

The anonymous article, "A Backup System for Household Information," discloses 
a computerized inventory system. Staten ("Danish Accounting System Hits U.S.; Client- 
Server App Based on Oracle") discloses a system for inventory tracking, inter alia. 
Mayer ("Supply-Chain Tools Cut Inventory Fat") discloses tracking supplies at multiple 
locations, some of those supplies purchased locally. The anonymous article, 
"Brightpoint Chooses Informix for Scalable Global Enterprise Distribution Management 
System," discloses a database for tracking inventory levels in warehouses around the 
world. Stedman ("Making Manufacturing Flexible") discloses integrated scheduling 
systems. Skinner ("Are You Really Managing Your Corporate Resources?") discloses 
scanning inventory to a database, including location information. The anonymous 
article, "SOLOMON SOFTWARE: Solomon Software Ships Controlled REIease of 
Solomon IV for Windows 2.8." discloses software which, inter alia, allows users to 
remeasure inventory in a second currency. The anonymous article, "Ross Announces 
Materials Management v5.0; Incorporates Unique Features for Public Sector and 
healthcare Segments," discloses a centralized database for materials that can be 
purchased, stored, and used in varying amounts. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas D. Rosen whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6762. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on 571-272-7159. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Non-official/draft communications can be faxed to the examiner at 571-273-6762. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

< 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

NICHOLAS D. ROSEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

May 10,2005 



